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"We Do Not Always Agree": Eugene Little,
the Indian New Deal, and Changing Rosebud
Leadership

RICHMOND L. CLOW

For generations, Lakotas had deferred to their elders in matters of
tribal leadership, but during the 1930s, the practice changed as
younger men contested tradition and assumed leadership roles. These
changes were largely the result ofthe Indian New Deal, whose architect, Gommissioner of Indian Affairs John Gollier, envisioned putting
an end to land allotment and other assimilationist policies that had
depleted reservation resources and suppressed tribal cultures. The
foundation for his plan, the Indian Reorganization Act of 1934, insrituted a number of reforms aimed at restoring tribal self-determination, including enabling tribes to reorganize their own governments.
On the Rosebud Indian Reservation in south-central South Dakota,
debate over the act and the constiturional changes it brought spurred
conflict between older men and younger men. In the end, despite its
claims of cultural renewal, the New Deal altered traditional tribal leadership roles by putting young men firmly in charge and displacing
their elders. As a result, Gollier's reforms are among the most significant events in Rosebud history.^

I. Francis Paul Prucha, The Great Father: The United States Govemment and the American
Indians, 2 vols. {Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 1984), 2:954-55; Graham D. Taylor,
The New Deal and American Indian Tribalism: The Administration ofthe Indian Reorganization
Act, 1934-45 (Lincoln; University of Nebraska Press. 1980), pp. 27-28, Similar events occurred on the neighboring Pine Ridge Indian Reservation during these years. See Akim D.
Reinhardt, "A Government Not of Their Choosing: Pine Ridge Politics from the Indian Reorganization Act to the Siege of Wounded Knee" (Ph.D. diss., University of Nebraska,
2000).
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The most prominent opponent of Commissioner CoUier's reorganization on the Rosebud reservation was Eugene Little, an "Old Dealer"
whose political experience bridged the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. Until 1935, he and other Lakota-speaking, often elderly, men
maintained at least partial control of reservation politics in a manner
reminiscent of the traditional Naca Ominicia, the civil society of patriarchs who rendered decisions on critical questions.^ Little, a former
tribal policeman, politician, and landowner, represented a link between the traditional Lakota past and the modern reservation as symbolized by the literate, educated young men who stood with Collier
and defended New Deal tribal reorganization.
Little helped to mold the twentieth-century Rosebud, but the nineteenth century had built his character. He was born Ciqu to Brule, or
Sicangu, Lakota parents in April 1859 at Buffalo Gap in present-day
southern Custer County, South Dakota. His father was a United
States Army scout, and eventually his parents moved near Rosebud
Agency. Lakota traditions and values guided Ciqu's early years. He
pierced in the Sun Dance on several occasions prior to 1890.Î After
the Ghost Dance crisis, the army permitted Lakotas to enhst as regular
soldiers, and the thirty-two-year-old Ciqu, now called Little, joined
Troop L, Sixth United States Cavalry, on 21 April 1891 at Fort Niobrara,
Nebraska. Officers described his character as excellent. While at Fort
Niobrara, he converted to Catholicism and was baptized on 3 June
1891 with another Lakota, Gerard Tatanka Hlogeca, serving as his
2. Opponents of Rosebud reorganization are rarely discussed. Joseph H. Cash briefly describes Little as an opposition leader in The Sioux People (Phoenix, Ariz.: Indian Tribal Series, 1971), p. 74. On the other hand, Thomas Biolsi does not mention Eugene Little in Organizing the Lakota: The Political Economy of the New Deal on the Pine Ridge and Rosebud
Réservations (Tucson: University of Arizona Press, 1992). For a brief discussion of the Naca
Ominicia, see Royal B. Hassrick, The Sioux: Life and Customs of a Warrior Society (Norman:
University of Oklahoma Press, 1964), pp. 16-17, 25-26.
3. Manuscript Population Schedule, Rosebud Indian Reservation, South Dakota, in U.S.,
Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Twelßh Census of Population, ¡goo-Indian
Population (hereafter cited Twelfth Census), Records of the Bureau of the Census, Record
Group (RG) 29, National Archives Microfilm Publication T623, roll 1556, sheet 289; Eugene
Uttle, Enlistment Paper, Records of the Adjutant General's Office, 1780S-1917, RG 94, National Archives (NA), Washington, D.C. The enlisting office recorded scars on Little's body
corresponding to multiple Sun Dance piercings.
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Dressed in his policeman's uniform, Eugene
Little is pictured here with his second wife, Mary
Crazy Bull.

sponsor.4 Jesuit priest P. Flor Digman of Saint Francis Mission later
described Little as a "practical Catholic" who served "as a Catechist or
instructor to a group of fellow Catholic Indians." Digman added that
Little "has at heart the best interests of his fellow Tribesmen.''^ Like
many other Lakotas of his time. Little embraced Catholicism but did
not surrender his Lakota values.
4. Little, Enlistment Paper; Muster Roll, Trp. L, 6'^ Cav,, Muster Rolls. Indian Regiments.
RG 94, NA; Baptismal No. 421. St. Francis Mission Records, Buechel Memorial Lakota Museum, St. Francis. S.Dak.
5, Mescal •Button.' or Peyote Eaters, 1923, Bureau of Catholic Indian Mission Records
(BCIMR), Special Collections, Marquette University, Milwaukee, Wise, microfilm ed., series I, roll 112, frames 46S-67.
I
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After receiving an honorable discharge from the military on 31 January 1893, Little returned to Rosebud. There, he worked on an allotment surveying crew and married a woman named Annie, who was
twenty years old and of mixed Lakota and white ancestry. Between
1894 and 1912, they had seven children. After her death. Little married Mary Crazy Bull on 22 August 1915; they subsequently had one
son. All of Little's children attended school.^
Impressed with his upstanding character. Rosebud Superintendent
John H. Scriven appointed Little to be captain of the Indian police in
April 1913. As president of the local temperance society. Little was an
obvious choice to enforce the law banning liquor on the reservation.?
Before he started what Father Digman called a "noble crusade against
drinkers," Little sought the priest's advice as to whether "he should
put them in jail right the first time when they were caught, or first give
them a talk, let them take the judge & not put them right in jail." Digman concluded, "The latter way seemed to be the best."^ Pursuing reservation liquor violators was not an easy job, however, and Little was
unable to avoid criticism. In one instance. Goes to War complained
about Little's failure to arrest Louis Bordeaux and his son-in-law for illegal liquor activity at Bordeaux's store in Mission.9 The accusation
burdened Little, who later lamented, "[I] have considerable trouble in
my office. For this reason my office and duty as Captain is a pretty
heavy one."''' He resigned in 1915, citing his v/ife's poor health as the

6. Twelfth Census, roll 1556, sheet 289: U.S., Congress, Senate, Survey of Conditions of the
Indians in the United States: Hearings before a Subcommittee of the Committee on Indian Affairs
on S. Res. 79, 76th Cong. (Washington, D.C: Government Printing Office, 1940}, pt. 37, p.
21506; Manuscript Population Schedule, Rosebud Indian Reservation, South Dakota, in
U.S., Department of Commerce. Bureau of the Census, Thirteenth Census of the United States:
lgio-Indian Population (hereafter cited Thirteenth Census), RG 29, National Archives Publication T624, roll 1475, sheet 337; Marriage No, 291, St. Francis Mission Records; Census
[of] Rosebud Indians, 30 June 1917, Indian Census Rolls, 1885-1940. Records of the Bureau
of Indian Affairs, RG 75, National Archives Microfilm Publication 595, roll 433, frame 251.
7. Little to Reverend Father Ketcham, Dec. 1913, Central Classified Files, 1907-1939,
Rosebud (hereafter cited CCF-R), 23163-1914-060, RG 75, NA.
8. Digman to Reverend William H. Ketcham, 19 Feb. 1914, BCIMR, microfilm ed., series
I, roll 69, frame 26.
9. Arthur C. Parker to Cato Sells, 21 Feb. 1914, ibid., frame 183.
10. Little to Ketcham, Dec. 1913.
1
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reason." Despite charges of partisan enforcement. Little reduced reservation whiskey traffic by "bringing wrongdoers to justice as soon as
possible."^^
Little entered politics in 1911 at the age of fifty-two, a traditional
time to assume leadership, when Rosebud Superintendent John B.
Woods eliminated the reservation's general council on grounds that it
ir. Survey of Conditions of the Indians, pt. 37. p, 21506.
12. John H. Scriven to Commissioner of Indian Affairs (CIA). 22 Apr. 1914, CCF-R, 213341914-056, RG75, NA.

As an Indian policeman and temperance advocate. Little
enforced the law banning liquor on the reservation.
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was "unwieldy and simply a mob." In July ofthat year. Woods then
formed a smaller elective council, called a business committee, to
conduct various aspects of tribal affairs. Reservation residents elected
three or four representatives from each farming district and two at
large.'3 These units, which functioned as subagencies and had evolved
from the days of allotment, included the Agency, Little White River,
Cut Meat, Black Pipe, Ponca, and Big White River districts.'* Little resided near Hamill, northeast of Winner, and represented the Big
White River District, but the record does not reveal whether he was an
at-large or district delegate. While the business committee and subsequent tribal councils were not allowed to govern in everyday
matters, they served as a voice for the people they represented by issuing statements and protests to the reservation's agent and the Department of the Interior's commissioner of Indian Affairs.
Little was selected to serve as business committee chairman and
based his leadership decisions on his traditional Lakota political philosophy. In a November 1911 meeting with Indian inspector James
McLaughlin, for example. Little voiced opposition to the proposed sale
of surplus lands, or those left over after the allotment of parcels to individuals, in Todd County. The previous year, surplus land in Mellette
County, in the northwest portion of the Rosebud reservation, had
been sold to outsiders without the approval of three-fourths of adult
Rosebud men, as stipulated in the 1868 Fort Laramie Treaty. The situation upset Little and others of his generation, who believed the
United States government was bound to honor its treaty commitment
even though the Supreme Court had ruled in 1903 that Congress
could abrogate treaty provisions if done for the benefit of tribesmen.^5
13. Rosebud Nanative-1911, Superintendents' Annual Narrative and Statistical Reports
from Field Jurisdictions of the Bureau of Indian AfFairs. t9'O7-i938, RG 75, National Archives Microfilm Publication i o n . roll 118, frame 241.
14. Census of Rosebud Indians, Indian Census Rolls, 1885-1940. RG 75, National Archives Publication 595, roll 427, frames 141. 201. 214, 241, 255, 269,
15. McLaughlin to Secretary of the Interior. 2. 3 Nov. 191!, and Minutes of Council Held by
James McLaughlin, Inspector, Department of the Interior, with the Indians of Rosebud
Agency, South Dakota, in Reference to the Sale and Disposition of the Surplus Lands of the
Rosebud Resen/ation, as Contemplated by Senate Bill iio, all in James McLaughlin Papers,
Assumption Abbey Archives. Richardton. N.Dak., microfilm ed.. roll 29, frames 614-16.
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As the council minutes reveal, Little chastised McLaughlin for failing
to obtain the approval of three-fourths of Rosebud men before proceeding with the sale of Mellette County lands in 1910. Little's Catholic faith also surfaced in the exchange as he told the inspector, "I know
you are a Catholic. Whatever you do you do straight, because you are a
Catholic. You must live up to your faith and be straight."^"^
Little further opposed the sale of surplus land in Todd County on
the basis of the Indians' future needs. If the lands were sold, he asked,
"What will our children that may be bom do? How will they live?" He
told McLaughlin, "If you are going to take this land you might just as
well send men here, who can cut off people[']s heads, to cut off all
the children's heads, for the taking of the land will be just the same."'?
Little's fellow councilmen joined him in convincing McLaughlin to
recommend against the land sale to his superiors. To his credit, McLaughlin agreed.^^
In addition to his service on the council. Little also had the traditional Lakota honor of carrying reservation concerns to congressional
committees and government officials as a tribal delegate to Washington, D.C. He made his first trip to the nation's capital in February
1914, meeting with Commissioner of Indian Affairs Cato Sells to express concern about the inability of police officers to pursue liquor
and peyote offenders across the Nebraska state line. He also continued his protest against the federal government's failure to honor the
three-fourths clause of the 1868 Fort Laramie Treaty, contending that
the government should keep its promises.'?
After this period of political involvement. Little disappeared from
the historical record for a decade. The illness and death of his first
wife and his subsequent second marriage may have required him to
devote more time to his family. The burden of working his land may
623, 628-34; ionewalfvs. Hitchcock (1903), United States Suprime Court Reports, vol. 187, p.
55316. Minutes of Council Held by James McLaughlin, microfilm ed., roll 29, frame 623.
17. Ibid., frame 624.
18. McLaughlin to Secretary of the Interior, 3 Nov. 1911.
19. Excerpt from Speech of High Pipe, Rosebud Sioux Indian, 25 Feb. 1914, and Delegates
to Cato Sells, 18 Feb. 1914, both in CCF-R, 21334.1914-05Ö, RG 75. NA.
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Little appears second from right in this photograph of a council meeting on the
Rosebud reservation.

also have forced him to limit his outside political activities. In February 1925, however, he returned to public service as a delegate to Washington, D.C, meeting with Assistant Commissioner of Indian Affairs
E. B. Meritt to discuss tribal issues.^° Little went back again the following year and in 1928, after the reservation had fallen on particularly hard times. "We are a pitiful people," he informed Meritt. "We
have suffered a lot." little also sought funds to build a proper monument to honor Rosebud's World War I veterans and continued to push
for the allotment of tribal lands to children.^'
During the decade and a half that Little had represented Rosebud,
his views on the three-fourths provision, sale of land to outsiders, and
deference to the elderly in leadership paralleled those of many others
of his generation. At the same time, change was on the horizon as the
reservation community struggled to develop a workable governing
20. Charles H. Burke to Rosebud Tribal Delegates, n.d,, and Further Hearings before E. B,
Meritt, Assistant Commissioner, by Rosebud Delegation, 24 Feb. 1926, both in CCF-R,
78286-1925-056. RG 75, NA,
21. Hearing Held before E. B. Meritt, Assistant Commissioner of Indian Aifairs, 20-21
Feb. 1928, CCF-R, 10184-1928-056, RG 75, NA.
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charter and new, younger voices emerged in the debate over the type
and extent of tribal participation in reservation governance.
In 1916, reservation superintendent Charles Davis reacted to Indian
complaints that the small business committee did not represent a majority of the people. In response, he enlarged the committee to twentyseven members selected from individual reservation camps and
changed its name to the Rosebud Tribal Council. At the same time,
the tribe's first constitution and bylaws were drawn up, formalizing
procedures for conducting elections, selecting officers, and petitioning government officials.^^ The modified system found favor with
tribesmen who wanted a small governing structure, but another infiuential group wanted "to go back to what they call the three-fourths
majority rule" in all matters, reported Claude C. Covey, Davis's successor. This group declared their desire to "have a general Tribal
Council meet every so often and there discuss in open council anything that may come before it, and thus get the expression of the views
of the Indians."^'
The situation remained unsettled until 1920, when the existing
tribal council was reorganized in an attempt to please both factions. A
second constitution enlarged council membership to forty delegates
chosen by camps and created a board of advisors similar to the old
Naca Ominicia to accommodate the traditional headmen. With
amendments added in 1924 and the ratification of a new constitution
in 1933 that included a change back to basing representation on farming districts and reducing the number of advisors, the 1933 Rosebud
tribal constitution struck a balance between competing viewpoints
and remained in place until the reforms of the New

22. For the evolution of Rosebud tribal government during 'this period, see Richmond L
Clow, "The Indian Reorganization Act and the Loss of Tribal Sovereignty: Tribal Constitutions on the Rosebud and Pine Ridge Reservations." Great Plains Quarterly 7 (Spring 1987):
125-34, ^nd Clow, "The Rosebud Sioux: The Federal Government and the Reservation Years,
1878-1940" (Ph.D. diss.. University of New Mexico, 1977), pp. 212-15.
23. Covey to CIA, 11 Oct. 1917, CCF-R, 95673-1917-054, RG 75. NA.
24. Clow, "Indian Reorganization Act," pp, 126-27; Clow, "Rosebud Sioux," pp. 214-15;
Biolsi, Organizing the Lakota, p. 49. Uttle's involvement in t h ^ e constitutional debates remains unknown.
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Coinciding with the adoption of Rosebud's new constitution in 1933
was the inauguration of President Franklin D. Roosevelt and the introduction of his New Deal programs intended to end the nation's
Great Depression. Roosevelt's reforms extended to Indian country, as
well, with his appointment of John Collier, a critic of past Indian policy, to serve as commissioner of Indian Affairs. Collier sympathized
with tribal people and sought to remove government restrictions on
their social and secular activities and encourage tribal self-rule.^5
The 1933 Rosebud constitution interested Collier, who sought more
information from William O. Roberts, the reservation superintendent^^ Roberts reported that the document represented a mutual recognition and accommodation of two differing tribal philosophies and
concluded, "It seems to me that we should keep the general tenor of
the proposed constitution and by-laws as nearly in accordance with
the Indians' desires as we reasonably can."^7 This statement also reveals one reason for the eventual opposition of Eugene Little and
others to the New Deal: the refusal of the Indian Service to permit
Rosebud leaders to restructure their own government despite claims
that Collier's reforms would lead to greater home rule, including the
writing of a constitution.
Collier and Little came face to face in December 1933, when Collier
attended a Rosebud council meeting at Grass Mountain to discuss Indian policy reform with tribal leaders, who recited a litany of complaints about reservation administration. Uttle set the tone, stating,
"The whole reservation is like a jail and the whole tribe prisoners. . . .
and I would say that the Indian Bureau is the penitentiary." Like
others of his generation, Little blamed the Office of Indian Affairs for
the reservation's high unemployment and poverty. In a metaphor relating a past Lakota practice to contemporary life, he explained that
the Lakota would kill a dog for a ceremony by tying a rope around its
25. See Lawrence C. Kelly. "John Collier and the Indian New Deal; An Assessment," in indian-White Relations: A Persistent Paradox, ed, jane F, Smith and Robert M. Kvasnicka
{Washington, D.C: Howard University Press, 1976), pp. 227-3}, ^^'^ Kenneth R. Philp,
"John Collier and the Controversy Over the Wheeler-Howard Bill." ibid,, pp. 171-7726. Roberts to CIA, 2 June 1933, CCF-R, 40494-1930-054, RG75, NA.
27. Roberts to CIA, 26 Aug. 1933, ibid.
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neck. While two men held both ends of the rope, another man wielding a club would kill it from behind. "Today," Little asserted, "the Indians of the country have taken the place ofthat dog. The Republican
Party is on one side and the Democratic party on the other side, . . .
and the Indian Bureau, with a big club, is ready to kill the Indian after
he has been choked." Despite this bleak assessment. Little told Collier, "Since you have taken office we have been looking to the day
when you would make your annual visit out to the different reservations and [we] expect some new deal." Although he did not provide
specific demands. Little advocated for greater tribal self-rule, adherence to past treaties, and relief from the depression and drought. He
concluded, "We will be greatly disappointed, Mr. Collier, our Commissioner, if you try to put us back with the same old deal."^^
After similar visits to other tribes, Collier's reform agenda emerged
in the form of the Wheeler-Howard Bill, named after its sponsors
Representative Edgar Howard of Nebraska and Senator Burton K.
Wheeler of Montana. The bill, enacted on 18 June 1934, was intended
to restore Indian self-determination and improve tribal welfare by
ending land allotment, protecting tribal resources, returning surplus
lands, and enabling tribes to reorganize their reservation govemments.'^y Tribes had the power to accept or reject the measure by referendum. Rosebud reservation leaders had just adopted the latest in a
series of constitutions and amendments in their own progress toward
self government. Debate over the new legislation, also known as the
Indian Reorganization Act, would have the unintended effect of dividing the people once again.
Collier had begun to initiate reforms on the Rosebud reservation
during his 1933 trip to Grass Mountain when he asked Superintendent Roberts to ease restrictions governing the use of tribal dance halls.
Over the years, many communities had built dance halls, and local
residents, often members of a single tiospaye, or group of kin, held so-

28. Minutes, Rosebud Sioux Council (Commissioner Collier's Visit), 11 Dec. 1933, CCF-R,
11255-1934-054, RG 75, NA.
29. Philp, "John Collier," pp. 178-93; U.S.. Statutes at large, vol. 48, Act of 18 June 1934,
pp. 984-88.
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the Northern Plains Indian Congress in Rapid City in March 1934 at
which Collier informed tribal delegates of the intent of the WheelerHoward Bill. After LaPointe traveled to Washington, D.C, to testify in
favor of the pending legislation, he was appointed to the board of the
Submarginal Land Program, for which he received compensation. Little and other elderly Lakotas viewed the tribal chairman's relationship
with the Indian Service as an unholy alliance and further proof of Indian Service bias.35 Charles Face accused the younger men of serving
"as mouth-pieces for our local Superintendent," who, in his opinion,
only wanted the tribe to accept the Indian Reorganization Act.î*^ Superintendent Roberts, however, considered LaPointe "almost totally
useless in the capacity in which he is attempting to work. He spends
most of the time running about over the reservation in his own interest."37
At this juncture. Little and several other older men split from the
younger group and attempted to gain control of the council in order to
influence the direction of reorganization. At a 4 May 1934 meeting at
Grass Mountain, they leveled impeachment charges against LaPointe,
who circumvented the move by declaring that a quorum did not exist.
At a meeting on 26 June, the older councilmen continued their
impeachment efforts by producing a formal list of charges against LaPointe for violating council bylaws. The chairman again escaped removal from office when a motion to initiate impeachment proceedings failed. î^
The tension between Little and LaPointe did not escape the notice
of Superintendent Roberts, who observed, "Eugene is a full-blood Indian, speaks no English, is rather a difficult old fellow and has suffered much at the hands of Sam." Nor was Little alone. An elderly

35. Roger Bromert, "The Sioux and the Indian New Deal, 1933-1944" (Ph.D. diss.. University of Toledo, 1980), pp. 54-56; W. O. Roberts to CIA, 22 Jan. 1933, CCF-R, 63338-0541934, RG75, NA.
36. Face to Collier, 30 Sept. 1934.
37- Roberts to CIA, 22 Jan. 1935.
38. Special Session of the Council, 4 May 1934, Grass Mountain Camp, St. Francis.
S.Dak., and Rosebud Sioux Council, Grass Mountain Camp, 26 )une 1934, both in CCF-R,
40494-1930-054, RG 75, NA.
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man named Brave Bird became so angry with LaPointe that he attacked the chairman at the agency office. Roberts, meanwhile, did
nothing. He hoped the issues separating the two groups would disappear, but his inaction instead reinforced the elderly leaders' claims
that the Indian Service favored the landless younger Indians.39
The reservation vote on whether to accept or reject the WheelerHoward Act took place on 27 October 1934. Of 3,072 eligible voters,
844 voted for the measure and 453 voted against. Just six months earlier, more than one thousand tribesmen had supported reorganization
legislation in a nonbinding vote. The drop in support for reorganization reveals that tribal members were becoming disenchanted with
39. Roberts to CIA, 22 Jan. 1935.

Little, shown here in his later years, spoke
for others of his generation who lamented
their loss of power to younger men.
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the plan and disgusted with the political climate as the struggle between the two groups continued.4°
Following the vote, the tribal council created a drafting committee
to prepare a new constitution while the older men resumed their efforts to take control of tribal offices. By the time of the March 1935
council meeting, they had succeeded, and Eugene Little was serving
as council chairman.4^ Now the draft of the reorganization constitution was Little's to control His election as chairman enabled his side
to direct the drafting committee to modify or scrap the document.
That power, however, was ultimately usurped by Superintendent Roberts and Indian Service workers, who believed that the tiospaye, which
formed the foundation of traditional Lakota society, possessed the attributes Collier sought in reviving tribal culture and would provide the
basis for a more democratic reservation government.
The tiospaye kinship groups were scattered across Rosebud in approximately thirty communities that included the small hamlets and
villages of Cut Meat, Parmelee, Ring Thunder, Soldier Creek, and Okreek. The Indian Service subsequently made these communities, with
their associated dance halls, the focus of reservation reorganization
and advocated that they replace the larger voting districts defined in
earlier tribal constitutions. Not everyone favored the Indian Service's
community plan. Little, for one, was reluctant to embrace this change,
preferring the system of the nine farming districts through which he
had been elected as the basis for representative government. Even
though these districts had been imposed from the outside, they provided Little with his political status and had a history of several decades of political tradition.-*^
Superintendent Roberts and his field workers pushed the community plan and directed their efforts toward convincing tribal members to accept a constitution patterned on an Indian Service model, a
40. Clow, "Rosebud Sioux," p. 328; |oe Jennings to John Collier, 5 Mar 1935, CCF-R, 97111936-066, RG75, NA.
41. Rosebud Sioux Council, Parmelee, S.Dak., 6-8 Mar. 1935, CCF-R, I4O95-O54-I935, RG
75, NA.
42. Kenneth R. Philp. John Collier's Crusade for Indian Reform, 1920-1954 (Tucson: University of Arizona Press, 1981), p. 138.
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violation of the spirit of home rule that the Indian Reorganization Act
had proposed to institute. In effect, Indian Service workers were being
more "Indian" than many Lakotas on this issue through their insistence that the tiospaye would provide the individual with a greater
chance for participation in tribal governance than the farming districts offered/5
Because Little and his supporters opposed the concept of communities as the basis for representation, Benjamin Reifel, the Indian
Service regional field organizer for South Dakota and other states, did
not want to deal with the existing tribal council. To complicate matters
further, not only was Reifel from Rosebud, he was educated and of
mixed ancestry, and his involvement symbolized the growing split between the younger and older men. "In this particular instance," he informed Collier, "the Council stands in the way [and] it would seem advisable, if after the meeting of the Council in September no action is
taken, to take the matter directly before the people."44 Despite the
New Deal rhetoric espousing greater tribal home rule, the Indian
Service was prepared to bypass the tribal government to achieve Collier's reorganization goals.
On 9 September 1935. the tribal council, consisting of twenty-seven
delegates and seventeen members of the board of advisors, convened
at the Rosebud fairgrounds to consider the proposed Indian Reorganization Act constitution. On the first day of the meeting, the tribal bylaws and constitution committee submitted and explained the draft of
the document, which was based on an Indian Service model. The following day. Little called the council to order with a speech specifically
denouncing the proposal to base representation on thirty-two communities and camps instead of nine reservation districts. He then
shifted his attack to the Indian Reorganization Act itself, describing
the law as unworkable and contending that any plans to revive communal landholding practices would penalize Indians who possessed
43. Benjamin Reifel to CIA, 25 Aug. 1935, CCF-R, 9712-C-1936-057, RG 75, NA.
44. Ibid. For a short biography of Reifel, see John S. Painter. "Transitional Sioux Leader:
Benjamin ReifeL" in South Dakota Leaders: From Pierre Chouteau.Jr.. to Oscar Howe, ed, Herbert T. Hoover and Larry J. Zimmerman {Vermillion: University of South Dakota Press,
1989), pp. 331-54.
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allotments. Moreover, the council chairman concluded, the law infringed on Lakota treaty rights.45 Little and his contemporaries had
built a reservation order based, as they saw it, on Lakota tradition as
well as their Catholic faith. That order was now being challenged.
Councilman Foster Thunder Hawk chastised Littie, claiming the
chairman was in violation of the current constitution's mandate that
he "up-hold and co-operate to the ñxll extent with a view of securing final action on all resolutions acted upon and approved by the said
council." Litde retorted that those council members who favored the
new bylaws were "betraying the tribe with erroneous information."
Lastly, he "admonished Mr. Ben Reife! for receiving pay from the government to help form our new organization as uncalled ÍOT."^^
The chairman's position also offended councilman Bill Flood, who
declared that Little had "violated his trust" and charged that the meeting would not "function properly" unless the chairman refrained
from "his continued denunciation of the new by-laws." Flood then
moved that Littie be suspended as chairman for the rest of the meeting. No action was taken, however, and Little countered his opposition
by refusing to call a council vote on the proposed constitution. Instead, the council passed a motion to send the document to the people
for study before taking any action.47
The tribal council took up the matter again in a special meeting
held io-ii October at Okreek. For unexplained reasons. Little did not
attend, leaving the supporters of district representation without his
leadership. In his absence, Ceorge Whirlwind Soldier presided. The
council continued the debate over representation, with Carlos Gallineaux moving to replace the constitution's community plan with one
requiring representation by district. The council tabled Gallineaux's
motion until the following day, a delay that enabled Indian Service officials to arrive at the meeting and lend direct support for their community-representation plan. Haviland S. McKeal, a field representa-

45. Regular Session of Rosebud Sioux Council, Rosebud, S.Dak., 9-12 Sept 1935. CCF-R,
4610-054-1936, RG 75, NA; Statutes at Large, vol. 48, p. 987.
46. Regular Session of Rosebud Sioux Council, 9-12 Sept.1935.
47. Ibid.
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tive for Collier, informed the group that an earlier study he had conducted on Pine Ridge revealed that small communities often did not
receive adequate council representation under the district plan. Ben
Reifel and Rosebud Chief Clerk Charles Brookes also defended community representation. In the end, the council passed the community
plan on a seventeen-to-ten vote, retaining it in the proposed constitution that was sent to the people for a vote.-î^
The debate over representation, which culminated in the final council vote, effectively divided the Rosebud reservation into Old Dealers,
who opposed the Indian Reorganization Act, and New Dealers, who
supported the reforms. Council member Wallace Murray, a New
Dealer, defended the group's decision, writing, "It was apparent everywhere at that time that a complete new set-up was desired and the
committee acted accordingly." He also criticized the old men for having monopolized tribal government. "Eugene Little and his Board of
Advisors," Murray concluded, "knew that they would never be elected
by popular vote to be councilmen with the new council" as it would be
organized.49
Three days after the Okreek meeting. Little protested the council's
decision in a dramatic letter to Collier. He claimed that only twentyfive people had attended the Okreek meeting and that it was wrong for
this small group to decide such an important matter for the entire reservation population. Little also believed that the council's actions violated the section of the Indian Reorganization Act that required onethird of reservation residents to petition Collier before an election
could be held. In fact, he had confused section sixteen of the law, regarding the margin of votes needed to approve a tribal charter of incorporation, with section seventeen, granting the tribal council the
right to petition the secretary of the interior to authorize a vote on the
tribal constitution. 50

48. Extra Session of the Rosebud Sioux Council, Okreek, S.Dak., io-ii Oct. 1935, CCF-R,
4610-1936-054. RG 75, NA.
49. Murray to CIA, i July 1937, CCF-R, 9712-C-057-1936, RG 75, NA,
50. Little to Collier, 14 Oct. 1935, and William Zimmerman, fr., to Little, 2 Nov. 1935, both
in CCF-R, 97I2-C-O57-I936, RG 75, NA; Statutes at Large, voL 48, pp. 987-88.
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More to the point, the council chairman revealed his sense of betrayal at having been promised that the Indian Reorganization Act
would lead to greater home rule. "I am not against the Bill," he wrote,
"but I am opposed to the Constitution and By-Laws, which were really
drafted by Government employees and [are] now being rammed down
our throats by the help of employees and twenty-five members of the
tribe."5' In fact, Indian Service employees had courted the reservation's young, educated men in following Collier's orders to organize a
democratic and culturally representative tribal government. These actions helped to fragment Rosebud leadership into younger and older
factions and virtually ensured a tribal government based on camp or
tiospaye representation.
Superintendent Roberts denounced Little's protest, claiming the
chairman had "resorted to Huey Long tactics, absolutely filibustering
every effort to bring the issue of the Constitution to a vote at the regular meeting in September." In addition to Little, he added, "there are
perhaps a dozen of these old Indians who have blocked effectively the
Council, and, I believe the will of the people, since last December." In
a paternalistic tone, Roberts declared, "There is, perhaps, certain consideration due these old Indians whose minds, like age everywhere,
turn back to the past in the heyday of their own physical and mental
capacity, . . . [but] the young and educated fellows have protested vigorously that we should [not] allow these reactionary old fellows to
dominate the situation. Certainly, they feel it is wrong to permit them
to block a vote. Personally, I feel sure that the wise thing is to proceed,
bringing the matter to a vote as soon as possible."5^
Roberts's superiors agreed, and the secretary of the interior ordered
a referendum on the reservation constitution and bylaws for 23 November 1935, just six weeks after the Okreek meeting. Little and others charged that the action was too hasty, depriving the Lakotas of the
time they needed to consider and understand the documents. Collier,
however, denied requests to postpone the referendum. The final vote
on 23 November was 992 for the new constitution and 643 opposed.ss
51. Little to Collier, 14 Oct. 1935.
52. Roberts to Collier, 18 Oct. 1935, ibid.
53. Qow, "Rosebud Sioux," p. 243; Survey of Conditions of the Indians, pt. 37, p. 21513,
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Little (right) appears here with South Dakota Senator Peter Norbeck, who joined
Lakota elders in opposing the hasty referendum on the 1935 constitution.

The 1935 constitution departed from the 1933 document in several
key areas. First, individual communities replaced districts as the units
of representation. Second, the new constitution did away with the
board of advisors who had served as consultants for the elected delegates, further eroding the Lakota tradition of deference to the elderly.
Third, the new constitution reduced the overall size of the council. Finally, the document was riddled with clauses requiring approval for
council decisions from the interior secretary and reservation superintendent, effectively taking power away from the tribe.54
After ratifying the constitution. Rosebud voters elected landless,
younger men to the new council who, in turn, selected Antoine Rou54- George E. Fay, Charters, Constitutions and By-Laws of the Indian THbes of North America,
Part ¡: The Sioux Tribes of South Dakota. Occasional Publications in Anthropology, no. r
(Greeley: Museum of Anthropology, Colorado State College, 1967), pp. 65-72.
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bideaux as chairman. He described the importance of their political
victory, writing, "The time is not far off when our old Chiefs whom we
depend upon for leadership in the past fifty or sixty years will be gone.
Therefore we the younger generation are very eager to learn and take
upon ourselves the responsibility of leadership." The new chairman
added, "The Indian leader who takes upon himself to oppose everything that the Office does gains admiration and prestige among his
people. But this type of Indian leadership is gradually going out ofthe
picture as we go along in our Reorganization work."55 Like Roberts,
Roubideaux did not view Little and his followers as corrupt, just outdated.
While the adoption of the Indian Service constitution placed the
younger leaders in power on a broad new cultural platform, Little's defeat led him and his supporters to sever ties with the council, organize
an opposition movement, and establish their own relations with the
United States. The Rosebud Black Hills Treaty Council was the perfect
vehicle to serve their needs. This ad hoc group, of which Little became
chairman, had existed informally since the turn of the century. Its
membership was composed mainly of older men who sought compensation from the United States for the taking ofthe Black Hills, basing their claim on article 12, the famous three-fourths clause, ofthe
1868 Fort Laramie Treaty.5^
The Rosebud Black Hills Treaty Council appealed to many of the
landholding, full-blood Lakotas whom Collier's reforms had alienated. Within this forum. Little reinstated the traditional general council as the basis for decision-making. Deriding their opponents as nonLakota, the group sought the settlement of claims against the United
States, the approval of tribal claims rolls, and the release of all Indians
from Indian Service control. Treaty council members also supported
repeal ofthe Wheeler-Howard Act and demanded that only tribesmen
whose land remained in trust be permitted to retain tribal membership. In addition, they wanted to exclude the younger mixed bloods.
55. Roubideaux. et al., to William Zimmerman, 22 Sept. 1936, CCF-R, 97i2-C-O57-ig36,
RG 75, NA.
56. Statutes at Large, vol. 15, Act of 29 Apr, 1868, p. 635,
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who now controlled the reorganized council, from tribal enrollments?
Nor were they alone in their dissatisfaction with New Deal reforms.
Disillusioned tribesmen from seven other Sioux reservations in Montana, Nebraska, North Dakota, and South Dakota organized similar
groups. Alice Lee Jemison of the American Indian Federation explained that these claims councils came into existence because of opposition to the Wheeler-Howard Act. The various groups maintained
ties with one another through the inter-reservation Black Hills Treaty
and Claim Council, of which Little served as vice-chairman.58
Over the months, disenchantment with reorganization continued
to grow, deepening the rift between young and old leaders and increasing tribal support for Little's group. Little and his supporters
were unable to prevent the secretary of the interior from issuing a
tribal corporate charter, the final step in reorganization, but when reservation residents went to the polls they approved the document by an
extremely narrow margin—1,041 in favor and 959 against—indicating that the opposition had gained ground since the start of reorganization.59
Even with the Indian New Deal firmly in place on the Rosebud reservation, the new tribal council still sought to stop Little's activities.
On 3 May 1937, it passed an ordinance disposing of the Rosebud treaty
council and depriving Little and his supporters of their rights of assembly and free speech.^° Undeterred, the group set up more than
fifty tents for a gathering at Soldier Creek on 25 June. Councilman
Wallace Murray observed, "Eugene Little, Walter Bull Man and the
rest of the old gang still continue to hold their meetings about three
days each week." Murray added that the "old dealers" claimed their
council to be "superior, legitimate and legally authorized to exist
under Article 12 of the Treaty of 1868." Moreover, Murphy com-

57. Wallace A. Murray to CIA. i July 1937, CCF-R, 97i2-C-o57-i936. RG 75, NA,
58. Survey of Conditions of the Indians, pt. 37, p. 21883.
59. L. A. Roubideaux to John Collier, 17 July 1936, CCF-R, 97i2-C-O57-i936, RG 75. NA:
Fay, Charters. Constitutions and By-Laws, p. 62.
60. Minutes, Rosebud Sioux Tribal Council, Feb. 1936-Dec. 1937, Box A-9S7, Folder i,
Rosebud Sioux Tribal Council Minutes. 1936-1939, RG 75, National Archives. Central
Plains Region. Kansas City, Mo.
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plained, Little's treaty council "does not allow anyone to criticize their
proceedings, nor do they allow any new dealers to explain any of their
allegations."^'
The new tribal council's crackdown did not stop there but soon extended to additional ordinances regulating yuwipi curing ceremonies,
peyote, and dances. Such actions placed Collier in the awkward position of having to uphold the principle of tribal self-rule while protecting certain tribesmen against their own government. "The old Indians," Collier wrote, "felt that their ancient customs were being interfered with. They were even required to pay a license fee for holding
their old dances." Ironically, the tribal government made possible by
the Wheeler-Howard Act imposed rules that Collier believed were a
threat to Lakota culture. "We have argued with the tribe about it," the
commissioner concluded, "and we have tried to mitigate the zeal."^^
Seeking redress against the New Deal council. Little had traveled to
Washington. D.C, on behalf of the Rosebud Black Hills Treaty Council in April 1937. There, he told Assistant Commissioner of Indian Affairs William Zimmerman that while the federal government was still
making the reservation "a jail for the Indians," he maintained hope
that another "Abraham Lincoln" would arise to "release the Indians
from the bonds of the Indian Bureau."^* Little returned to the nation's
capital in January 1938, where he told a Senate subcommittee on Indian affairs that there were two droughts afflicting the reservation.
One was literal, the result of weather, and the second was figurative,
due to the failure of the United States to fulfill treaty promises. The
latter drought had deepened. Little believed, after the young leaders
assumed control of tribal government and allowed the United States
to ignore the old Lakotas and their treaty rights. Ending that symbolic
drought had become progressively more difficult for Little and his
supporters because, he testified, "we do not always agree" with either
the younger men or Collier's reform agenda.^-»
61. Murray to CIA. i July 1937.
62. U.S., Congress. House, Committee on Appropriations, Interior Department Appropriation Bill for J940, Heorings, 76th Cong,, ist sess., 1939, pt, 2. p. 59.
63. Survey of Conditions of the Indians, pt. 37. pp. 21511-12.
64. ibid., pp. 21509-12.
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In Little's view, the first step in solving these problems was to revoke the tribe's approval of the Indian Reorganization Act. One day
before Little's death on 31 March 1939, Rosebud residents turned in a
petition signed by 862 individuals asking Congress to repeal the
measure. Lawmakers declined to do so, even though the number of
petition signers was larger than the number of tribal members who
had voted to approve the act in 1934.^^5
Little's infiuence can be measured in both the number of petitioners who supported his call to repeal the Indian Reorganization Act
and the long list of critics who opposed his leadership philosophies.
As an old deal supporter. Little shared the values of past Lakota leaders whose goals included preserving ti'eaty obligations, defending individual land allotments, maintaining strong tribal home rule, and deferring to the elderly. His career bridged the Rosebud of the past and
present, revealing the inherent tension between young and old in Lakota society. This episode was not the first clash between generations
that either the Lakotas or Little had experienced, but few others in the
long history of Lakota leadership produced such profound political
change.
65. Ibid-, p. 21913.
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